
loor 2, 1953 

Of course your remarks ia your lettar of the 26th are hardly a 
quibble [and I doubt that you would hawe thowht 80 your8eU 1. I 
perhaps should have bwn more explloit in my lotter of the 10th in 
hating tlm altsrnatlvea to tsr, oonditional nIf...tranAuution imolvua 
only... ahromo8omal frsgnrrwrtts.. . .” So far, we have no ariteria of 
gsnstic localisatioa exce t coacordanoe in traarduation. It would be wy 
helpful to have a 8exual ri K-12 type) reaomblnatinal mrahani8m in t&i8 
group, but this ha8 yet tobbe found, though It would be rash to dew the 
possibilitg end we are still looking. 

The only remark I can add $o the posaibllity of a aytopkw&a drter- 
&v&ion la that we would, in any event, expect the recipient cell cytoplamm 
to b8 greatly prepoadarant over tb aytopla8m that mQht,hypothstically, 
be carried 0-r with ths nuclear fragments. Than one would perhaprr expeot 
fhs phase of ttw rwipient to have an overriding aontrol. I.E. aella in 
phase 2 (emc) of abow ought then alway to give 1,2;b 

T 
a when exposed 

to p-e from tqphimuriua, rqardlass of pha8e (i or 1,2 . ‘MS would not 
be neceaiuary, houevm, if tb aytopla8mic encouragement were specific for 
the iillele aareiLla8 tb loau8. Obviourrly, the kportant experimsnts have 
yet to be corqpletsd, wly the role of the pha8e of the recipient l.n the 
det~mination. %ere have been 8om technic~itier obscuring t&e i&Wpre- 
tationof the experinmnta that have been donu in this dirmtion,and the 
8tUdy is atill in PrOgrSSS. 

Of course you my keep thep‘eprint. Judging from reprint requerrts, tic4 
paper Is now in print (Jour. Imunol, 71: 23s;ao. I will selld you a reprint 
wh8n tb 8Upp4 arriwr (probe- about 6 weeka). 

Sincerely, 

Joshua Lederberg 


